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Abstract 26 
In environments where light is not a limiting resource such as rangelands and grasslands, there is 27 
much disagreement regarding the benefits provided by rapid light capture during the growing 28 
season and the species´ ability to withstand drought during the dry period. In this study, we 29 
selected four perennial herbaceous species with contrasting resource-use strategies (acquisitive 30 
vs conservative), which were transplanted as monocultures into PVC pots to evaluate their 31 
species-specific responses to drought. The two main strategies of drought-survival (avoidance 32 
versus tolerance) were driven by distinct underlying mechanisms that allow the plant to delay or 33 
tolerate water deficit in leaves. On the one hand, plants that produced reduced leaves with lower 34 
surface area:mass ratio (lower SLA) exhibited higher values of leaf water potential (LWP) and leaf 35 
relative water content (LRWC), which could be associated to a higher ability to delay tissue 36 
dehydration in enlarged leaves. Regarding the below-ground compartment, dehydration 37 
avoidance was promoted by prolonged elongation rates of thinner roots that allow the plant to 38 
increase water uptake and accessibility during the dry period. On the other hand, dehydration 39 
tolerance was positively related with progressive foliage senescence under water deficit, which 40 
probably favored a longer survival of meristematic basal tissues. The results presented in this 41 
study suggest the existence of a trade-off between the traits favouring rapid light-acquisition and 42 
those enhancing the ability to delay leaf dehydration. Thus, the species related most closely with 43 
a resource-acquisition strategy (Bromus erectus and Potentilla neumanniana) could be 44 
considered less efficient to delay leaf dehydration than the others (Carex humilis and Festuca 45 
christiani-bernardii), as indicated by their lower values of leaf water potential (LWP) and leaf 46 
relative water content (LRWC) under identical conditions of water deficit. Our findings support 47 
evidence that there is not a single strategy to effectively cope with drought and reveal the 48 
diversity of adaptive mechanisms among coexisting species.  49 
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1. Introduction 54 
In Mediterranean ecosystems, summer drought is considered one of the major factors limiting 55 
plant survival, growth and reproduction and, therefore, plant species segregate along natural 56 
gradients of soil water availability according to their capacity to withstand drought (Larcher, 2000; 57 
Gulías et al., 2002; Valladares and Sánchez-Gómez, 2006; Peñuelas et al., 2011). In the case of 58 
Mediterranean perennial herbaceous species, which are subjected to intense water deficit during 59 
summer, the ability to remain alive during this period and recover with the first autumn rains is the 60 
main adaptative response to ensure plant persistence (Blum, 1996; Volaire et al., 2009). 61 
The ability of a plant species to deal with drought has been associated with specific 62 
morphological and physiological traits (Grime, 2001). Two general strategies have been 63 
described for delaying or withstanding plant dehydration in perennial plant species (e.g. Levitt, 64 
1980; Ludlow, 1989; Turner, 1997): i) dehydration avoidance, that allows the plant to maintain 65 
higher water status for a longer period of time through increased water uptake (Garwood and 66 
Sinclair, 1979) or reduced water loss (Volaire et al., 1998; Martínez-Ferri et al., 2000; Ferrio et al., 67 
2003); and ii) dehydration tolerance, through specific mechanisms that ensure turgor and growth 68 
maintenance under moderate drought and reduce damage in basal meristematic tissues under 69 
severe drought (West et al., 1990), allowing the plant to recover when rehydration occurs (Bewley, 70 
1995; Volaire and Lelièvre, 2001). In addition, there are other perennial species such as Poa 71 
bulbosa L., that exhibit a drought escape strategy through a total summer dormancy involving 72 
complete dehydration of the plant during the summer and re-growth when dormancy is released 73 
in autumn (Ofir, 1986; Volaire & Norton, 2006). 74 
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Dehydration avoidance and tolerance are clearly not achieved by a single combination of traits 75 
(Valladares and Sánchez-Gómez, 2006; Navas et al., 2009), but depend on multiple and different 76 
suites of functional traits (Markesteijn, 2010). However, there are very few studies exploring 77 
together which traits are best associated with each type of drought-survival strategy, and most of 78 
them only consider a limited number of traits (mainly focused on the above-ground compartment). 79 
Root traits have been rarely measured in conjunction with leaf traits despite their recognized 80 
implication in mechanisms dealing with drought (e.g. Poorter and Markejstein, 2008; Hernández 81 
et al., 2010).  82 
In environments where light is scant, there is a trade-off between species´ ability to deal with 83 
drought and shade (Smith and Huston, 1989; Niinemets and Valladares, 2006), with those traits 84 
favouring plant survival under water scarcity usually constraining light acquisition and thereby 85 
plant growth. However, in environments such as rangelands and grasslands, where light is not a 86 
limiting resource, there is much disagreement regarding on the benefits provided by rapid light 87 
capture during the growing season and the species´ ability to withstand drought with the arrival of 88 
the dry period (Bazzaz, 1996; Fernández and Reynolds, 2000; Volaire, 2008). Fast-growing 89 
species maximise light capture through a resource-acquisition strategy, which is characterised by 90 
high values of specific leaf area (SLA) and low-density tissues, whereas opposite attributes are 91 
typical of slow-growing species associated with a conservation- resource-use strategy (Chapin et 92 
al., 1993; Wright et al., 2004). On the one hand, a larger photosynthetic surface implies higher 93 
transpiring leaf area that has been commonly associated to a more wasteful use of water (e.g. 94 
Lamont et al., 2002; Escudero et al., 2008). On the other hand, we hypothesized that a higher 95 
photosynthetic surface could give the plant a competitive advantage in foraging for water since a 96 
greater C acquisition could allow it to maintain higher rates of root elongation during the 97 
favourable season and hence to develop deeper and/or more extensive root systems. However, 98 
to our knowledge, relationships between the predominant resource-use strategy during the 99 
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growing period (acquisitive vs conservative) and the ability to survive summer drought remain 100 
largely untested in Mediterranean rangeland species.  101 
In this study, we selected four perennial herbaceous species with contrasting distribution 102 
patterns along a natural gradient of soil moisture and depth (Pérez-Ramos et al., 2012) in order to 103 
span a wide range of potentially different resource-use strategies. We first measured multiple 104 
morphological traits (both above- and below-ground) and quantified root elongation rates to 105 
characterize their predominant resource-use strategies (acquisitive vs conservative) under non-106 
limiting water supply. We further evaluated their species-specific responses to prolonged drought 107 
under standardized experimental conditions. Dehydration avoidance (i.e., the ability to delay 108 
tissue dehydration) was evaluated by monitoring plant water status in response to progressive 109 
drought imposition under non-limiting rooting depth conditions. Dehydration tolerance, in contrast, 110 
was assessed by recording drought survival in plants transplanted into short pots, discounting for 111 
the effect of inter-specific differences in rooting depth on plant water status (sensu Volaire and 112 
Lelièvre, 2001). This experimental approach enabled us to explore separately the two main types 113 
of drought-survival strategies that coexist in environments subjected to intense periods of water 114 
deficit. Specifically, we aimed to answer the following questions: i) which morphological leaf and 115 
root traits are best associated with dehydration avoidance and tolerance?; i i) is there a trade-off 116 
between the traits favouring rapid resource acquisition and those enhancing the ability to deal 117 
with drought in Mediterranean rangelands?; and iii) how are these traits and strategies combined 118 
in the species studied? By answering these questions, we seek to gain insights into the 119 
understanding of different strategies dealing with drought in Mediterranean rangelands and their 120 
relationships with distribution patterns within the landscape. 121 
 122 
 123 
 124 
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2. Material and Methods 125 
2.1. Species selection 126 
We selected four perennial herbaceous species, whose distribution strongly segregates along a 127 
natural soil depth gradient located in a typical Mediterranean rangeland on the limestone Larzac 128 
plateau, 100 km north-west of Montpellier (France). Festuca christiani-bernardii K. was the 129 
dominant species in shallow (from 20 to 30 cm depth), drier and poorer soils. In contrast, Bromus 130 
erectus H. and, to a lesser extent, Carex humilis L. appeared with higher frequency in deep, 131 
moister and more fertile soils. Potentilla neumanniana R. showed a more generalist distribution, 132 
being similarly abundant along the explored soil depth gradient (Table A.1). To explore 133 
phenotypic plasticity, we harvested three different populations of P. neumanniana coming from 134 
sites with very contrasting conditions of soil moisture (moist, intermediate and dry). However, due 135 
to the lack of significant differences between populations, we grouped the three data series for 136 
inter-specific comparisons. 137 
 138 
2.2. Experimental design and plant measurements 139 
In November 2008, a total of 117 plants of each species were collected in the field sourced from 140 
at least three different sites, where they were the most abundant species (Table A.1). Tillers or 141 
ramets were then randomly separated and transplanted as monocultures into PVC pots filled with 142 
a substrate composed of 69.5% sand, 13.2% clay and 17.3% loam, and fertilised before starting 143 
the experiment (50 kg/ha N, P and K). We selected this texture for the substrate because it 144 
allowed a good drainage and facilitated root harvesting. Three types of pots were used for the 145 
different experiments (Exp. from 1 to 4): 146 
(i) Ten long pots per species (0.75 m height x 0.15 m diameter; 7 plants per pot) were used for 147 
measurements of leaf and root traits under non-limiting water supply (Exp. 1) as well as for 148 
monitoring plant water status after progressive drought imposition (Exp. 2).  149 
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(ii) Three rhizotrons per species, i.e. transparent long tubes (1.10 m height x 0.12 m diameter; 4 150 
plants per pot) covered with opaque film to protect roots from sun radiation and inclined at 151 
~15º from the vertical, were used to measure root elongation rates (Exp. 3).  152 
(iii) Five short pots per species (0.25 m height x 0.15 m diameter; 7 plants per pot) were used to 153 
estimate species-specific dehydration tolerances discounting for the effect of inter-specific 154 
differences in rooting depth on plant water status (Exp. 4). 155 
Plants were grown in a glasshouse from 4 November 2008 to 10 August 2009 at the CNRS 156 
campus in Montpellier (France, 43°38’ N, 3°52’ E). Mean (minimum – maximum) temperatures 157 
within the glasshouse were maintained at 23.5°C (15.7 - 27.2°C) during the day and at 16.2°C 158 
(14.8 - 20.7°C) during the night. Saturation vapour pressure deficit (VPD) was 1945±30Pa during 159 
the day and 887±8Pa during the night. Global radiation inside glasshouse ranged from 2.2 160 
(January) to 16.4 MJ m-2 day-1 (July).  161 
The position of tubes was rotated bi-weekly to avoid the effect of possible small differences in 162 
environmental conditions. The pots/tubes were equally watered up 2-3 days per week and 163 
maintained at field capacity (~17% soil water content) during 5.5 months. In May 2009, irrigation 164 
was stopped in Exp. 2, 3 and 4 in order to analyse responses to drought in each of the species 165 
studied. During the drought period, all pots were weighed to determine soil water content (g H2O / 166 
g dry soil, %) once or twice a week by using the gravimetric method. The soil dry mass was 167 
measured in each tube at the end of the experiment after drying at 80ºC for 72h. The kinetics of 168 
soil water content (SWC) is shown in Figure 1. 169 
 170 
2.2.1. Functional traits under non-limiting water conditions (Exp. 1) 171 
Half of the plants grown in long pots (five monocultures per species) were harvested in May 2009 172 
(just before stopping irrigation) for trait measurements. 12 quantitative traits (five above-ground 173 
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and seven below-ground traits) were measured for their known or hypothesized responses to light 174 
and soil moisture. 175 
Maximum vegetative height was measured in all individuals (35 per species) using a caliper 176 
with precision of 0.1 cm. Water-saturated specific leaf area (SLA; leaf area per unit of dry leaf 177 
mass; m2 kg-1), leaf dry matter content (LDMC; dry mass per unit of fresh mass; mg g-1) and leaf 178 
thickness (LT; m) were determined on 15 fully expanded leaves (three individual leaves per pot 179 
and species) following the protocol described by Garnier et al. (2001). Leaf projected area was 180 
determined with an area meter (Delta-T Devices, model MK2, Cambridge, UK). Leaf thickness 181 
was measured with a linear variable displacement transducer, taking from 5 to 10 measurements 182 
per blade depending on the species-specific leaf size. All the leaf samples were weighed, oven-183 
dried at 60ºC for 48h and then re-weighed. 184 
In order to characterize root biomass distribution with depth, all tubes were cut and divided into 185 
five sections of variable length (0-10, 10-20, 20-40, 40-60 and 60-75 cm). For each soil section, 186 
roots were carefully washed free of soil in water and a representative sub-sample of fresh roots 187 
was further scanned at 400 dpi (see Hummel et al., 2007 for methodological details). The image 188 
analysis software Winrhizo (ver. 2003b, Regent Instruments Inc., Quebec, Canada) was used to 189 
determine length, mean diameter, area and volume of roots (as the sum of the areas and 190 
volumes in the different diameter classes). The root material harvested was immediately weighed, 191 
oven-dried at 70ºC for 48h and then re-weighed. A number of root functional traits were 192 
calculated from these measurements: specific root length (SRL; root length per unit of dry root 193 
mass; m g-1), specific root area (SRA; root area per unit of dry root mass; cm2 g-1), mean root 194 
diameter (mm), tissue mass density (TMDr; the ratio of root dry mass to fresh volume; g cm-3) and 195 
root dry matter content (RDMC; root dry mass per unit of root fresh mass; mg g-1). For statistical 196 
purposes, all these root traits were weighted by the relative biomass of their different soil sections 197 
to calculate mean values of the whole root system. 198 
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Finally, we calculated the root mass fraction (RMF, root dry mass per unit of total plant dry 199 
mass; g g-1), which indicates the proportional biomass investment in the below-ground 200 
compartment. Root biomass distribution along the whole soil profile was used to calculate the 201 
95% rooting depth (cm), i. e. the soil depth that contains the 95% of the total dry root biomass.  202 
 203 
2.2.2. Species responses to progressive drought (Exp. 2)  204 
The other half of plants grown in the 0.75 m long pots (five monocultures per species) was used 205 
to assess the progressive impact of drought (i.e., dehydration avoidance in leaves). Three 206 
complementary descriptors of plant response to drought were measured weekly from the 207 
beginning of drought imposition until the end of the experiment (~ 75 days): leaf water potential at 208 
predawn (LWP), leaf relative water content (LRWC) and percentage of aerial green biomass 209 
(AGB). 210 
LWP was measured on five replicate green leaves per species from separate monocultures 211 
with a Scholander-type pressure chamber. LRWC was estimated on 2-5 green leaves from 212 
separate monocultures as: LRWC = (FW – DW) / (HW – DW), where FW (fresh weight) was 213 
obtained by weighing leaves immediately after harvesting; DW (dry weight) was obtained just 214 
after oven-drying the sampling leaves for 48h at 70ºC; and HW (weight at full hydration) was 215 
measured after full rehydration, i.e. after placing cut end of the leaves in test tubes filled with 216 
deionized water during 24h in the dark (Garnier et al., 2001). The percentage of aerial green 217 
biomass was assessed visually (scale 0-100%) in the five monocultures of each species.  218 
 219 
2.2.3. Quantification of root elongation rates (Exp. 3) 220 
Root elongation was periodically monitored (weekly during the favourable period and bi-weekly 221 
after drought imposition) on rhizotrons (see details above). The trajectory of the root system was 222 
recorded on plastic A4-size sheets, directly adhered on the surface of the tube, with permanent 223 
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markers; different colors were used for each date. Plastic sheets were scanned and the Winrhizo 224 
software (Winrhizo ver. 2003b, Regent Instruments Inc., Quebec, Canada) was used to quantify 225 
the accumulated root length on a bi-dimensional plan at each date. The root elongation rate (cm 226 
cm-2 day-1) was measured during the irrigation and the drought periods.  227 
 228 
2.2.4. Species survival after rehydration (Exp. 4)  229 
Drought survival was determined on five monocultures per species grown in short pots. When 230 
pots achieved similar conditions of severe drought (i.e., SWC values ranging from 2 to 3%), 231 
monocultures were separately rehydrated and maintained under full irrigation during 10-12 days. 232 
Drought survival was estimated as the percentage of plants recovering (aerial leaf growth 233 
observed visually) in each monoculture after full rehydration. Drought survival under these 234 
constrained and similar rooting depth conditions of all species was used to analyse standardised 235 
dehydration tolerance of surviving organs. Since plants could not exhibit a dehydration avoidance 236 
strategy through an increased water uptake with deeper root systems, species-specific strategies 237 
of drought tolerance could be comparable (Volaire and Lelièvre, 2001).   238 
 239 
2.3. Data analyses 240 
Inter-specific differences in the 14 functional traits measured under non-limiting water conditions 241 
were evaluated using an analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) and the post-hoc Tukey test. 242 
The response of the four studied species to progressive drought was assessed using two 243 
complementary approaches. Since the rate of decrease in soil water content varied between 244 
species due to differential rates of soil water uptake (Figure 1), inter-specific differences in the 245 
three response-variables (LWP, LRWC and AGB) were evaluated along the continuous gradient 246 
of soil water. In the first approach, these three response-variables were modelled independently 247 
as a function of SWC, using maximum likelihood techniques (Edwards, 1992). We tested three 248 
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alternative functions (linear, exponential and Michaelis-Menten), that cover a wide range of 249 
possible forms (see equations in Table A.2). Competing models were selected with the Akaike 250 
Information Criterion corrected for small sample sizes (AICc) (Burnham and Anderson, 2002) as a 251 
measure of goodness of fit: the lower the AIC value, the better the model. The R2 of the 252 
regression of observed vs. predicted was used as a quantitative measure of goodness of fit of 253 
each alternative model. To determine whether the four studied species responded differently to 254 
drought, we compared the 95% confidence intervals of the slopes (b parameter) and intercepts (a 255 
parameter) of the species-specific models. When 95% support intervals did not overlap, 256 
differences between species were considered to be relevant.  257 
In the second approach, three categories of SWC values were considered: SWC≤3%, 258 
3%<SWC<5% and SWC≥5%. Inter-specific differences in the three response-variables for each 259 
of these three categories were tested by means of an analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) and 260 
the post-hoc Tukey test.  261 
Differences between species in root elongation rates were assessed using the one-way 262 
ANOVA and the post-hoc Tukey test, the data series being previously separated at four different 263 
intervals of soil depth: 0-30, 30-60, 60-90 and 90-110 cm. These statistical analyses were carried 264 
out separately for the two contrasting periods of the experiment: under full irrigation (from 265 
November 2008 to May 2009) and after drought imposition (from May to July 2009). 266 
Inter-specific differences in plant survival after full irrigation (dehydration tolerance) were 267 
evaluated using the one-way ANOVA and the post-hoc Fisher test. Finally, Pearson´s correlation 268 
analyses were conducted to identify which morphological leaf and root traits were best associated 269 
with dehydration avoidance (LWP, LRWC and AGB,) and tolerance (plant survival after 270 
rehydration).  271 
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The models were implemented using the likelihood package version 1.1 for R and software 272 
written specifically for this study in R v 2.5.0 (R Development Core Team 2006). The rest of 273 
statistical analyses were carried out using STATISTICA version 6.0 (StatSoft Inc., 2001). 274 
Before these analyses, those variables not normally distributed were log-, square-root- or arcsine-275 
transformed to fulfil assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity. Normality was tested using 276 
the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test.  277 
 278 
3. Results 279 
3.1. Functional traits under non-limiting water conditions 280 
The four studied species showed strong differences in most of the morphological traits quantified 281 
in this study. With regard to the above-ground traits, B. erectus and P. neumanniana could be 282 
related most closely with a resource-acquisition strategy as they had larger leaves of higher SLA 283 
and lower thickness in comparison with the other two species (Table 1 and Fig. 2). In contrast, C. 284 
humilis and F. christiani-bernardii produced smaller and thicker leaves with low transpiring 285 
surface per unit of dry mass, three leaf attributes commonly associated to a resource-286 
conservation strategy (Table 1 and Fig. 2). The four species also showed significant differences 287 
in plant height, B. erectus being the tallest and P. neumanniana the shortest (Table 1).  288 
Regarding the below-ground compartment, B. erectus exhibited the deepest root system (95% 289 
rooting depth); its roots had relatively low values of tissue density and root dry matter content 290 
(Table 1 and Fig. 2). Opposite attributes characterized C. humilis, which showed the shallowest 291 
and most sclerophyllous (i.e., the highest values of RDMC) root system (Table 1 and Fig. 2). F. 292 
christiani-bernardii exhibited the largest root foraging ability in superficial soil layers as indicated 293 
by their higher values of SRL and SRA, probably resulting from their finer and less dense roots. 294 
Finally, P. neumanniana had intermediate values for all the measured root traits (Table 1). 295 
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Under non-limiting water supply, B. erectus exhibited 2-3 times higher rates of root elongation 296 
(RER) than the other three species (Table 1 and Figure 3a), but these differences were more 297 
pronounced in deeper soil layers (Figure 3b). P. neumanniana developed a root system 298 
homogenously distributed along the entire depth gradient, equalling to B. erectus in the two 299 
deepest soil layers (Figure 3b). The other two species showed high root elongation rates in the 300 
most superficial layer, that were diminishing with increasing depth (Figure 3b). In fact, the roots of 301 
these two species remained shallower than those of B. erectus and P. neumanniana during the 302 
period of full irrigation (Table 1).      303 
  304 
3.2. Species responses to progressive drought 305 
The studied species differed substantially in their responses to progressive drought (i.e., 306 
decreasing SWC) (Figure 4 and Table A.2).  307 
The percentage of aerial green biomass (AGB) decreased with increasing drought in the four 308 
studied species following a Michaelis-Menten function (Table A.2). B. erectus showed the 309 
greatest proportion of senescent tissues under water deficit (with an AGB reduction up to 77%), 310 
followed by P. neumanniana (up to 61%) and F. christiani-bernardii (up to 55%; Figure 4a). In 311 
contrast, C. humilis retained the highest proportion of green leaves over a longer time (with an 312 
AGB reduction up to 33%; Figure 4a). 313 
Leaf water potential (LWP) diminished exponentially with increasing drought in the four species 314 
(Table A.2). However, the decrease in LWP with increasing drought varied strongly between 315 
species as indicated by the lack of overlapping between confidence intervals of both equation 316 
parameters (Table A.2). Interestingly, these inter-specific differences were only significant for 317 
intermediate values of the drought (SWC ranging from 3 to 5%), with F. christiani-bernardii 318 
exhibiting the least negative values of LWP (Figure 4b). 319 
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Leaf relative water content decreased linearly with increasing drought, but the magnitude of 320 
decrease differed substantially between species (Table A.2). The magnitude of the decrease in 321 
LRWC was greater in B. erectus (as indicated by a steeper slope, i.e. larger b parameter), 322 
followed by P. neumanniana, F. christiani-bernardii and finally C. humilis (Table A.2). The species 323 
ranking remained constant at the low (SWC≤3%) and intermediate values of SWC (from 3 to 5%), 324 
B. erectus and P. neumanniana showing again the lowest values of LRWC compared with F. 325 
christiani-bernardii and C. humilis (Figure 4c). 326 
After drought imposition, root elongation rates of B. erectus, P. neumanniana and C. humilis 327 
decreased strongly, whereas F. christiani-bernardii lengthened its root system over a longer time 328 
(Figure 3a). Particularly, this species exhibited higher values of RER during the drought period 329 
compared with other species (except for B. erectus), although these differences were only 330 
significant at intermediate soil layers (30-60 and 60-90 cm; Figure 3c).  331 
In summary, the two species related most closely with a resource-acquisition strategy (B. 332 
erectus and, to a lesser extent, P. neumanniana) showed the highest levels of water stress in 333 
leaves, as indicated by their lower values of LWP and LRWC under comparable conditions of 334 
water deficit (i.e., for SWC values ranging from 3 to 5%; Figure 4). In addition, these two species 335 
tended to senesce earlier, as a possible adaptation to ensure a longer survival of meristematic 336 
basal tissues. Some morphological traits measured under non-limiting water conditions were 337 
correlated with the plant’s ability to maintain hydration in leaves during drought (Table 2 and Fig. 338 
2). Specifically, LWP and LRWC were both negatively correlated with leaf size and specific leaf 339 
area (Figures 5a, 5b, 5c). Regarding the below-ground component, LWP was negatively related 340 
with root diameter (Figure 5e) and positively with RER quantified during the drought period 341 
(Figure 5d). Interestingly, the species with deeper root systems and higher root elongation rates 342 
during the irrigation period exhibited the lower aerial green biomass (Table 2), i.e. the highest 343 
rates of senescence of leaves after drought imposition. 344 
 15 
 345 
3.3. Species survival after rehydration  346 
All species were able to recover with rehydration after a period of severe drought (Figure 6). The 347 
percentage of plants recovering after full rehydration differed substantially between species, with 348 
the two Poaceae (B. erectus and F. christiani-bernardii) having the highest plant survival (57.1 349 
and 28.6%, respectively; Figure 6). 350 
Interestingly, this measurement of dehydration tolerance was positively related with active 351 
foliage senescence, as indicated by its negative correlation with AGB under moderate drought 352 
(Table 2 and Figures 2 and 5f). However, plant survival after rehydration was not significantly 353 
associated with LWP and LRWC (Table 2). In addition, dehydration tolerance was positively 354 
correlated with rooting depth measured in long pots (Table 2).  355 
 356 
4. Discussion 357 
4.1. Functional traits associated with dehydration avoidance and tolerance 358 
The results from this study suggest that several morphological traits measured under non-limiting 359 
water conditions could be useful to predict plant responses under subsequent drought imposition 360 
(see Fig. 2). With regard to the above-ground traits, plants that produced reduced leaves with 361 
lower surface area:mass ratio (lower SLA) exhibited higher values of leaf water potential (LWP) 362 
and leaf relative water content (LRWC), which could be associated to a higher ability to delay 363 
tissue dehydration in enlarged leaves. These types of leaves, usually comprising small and 364 
thickened cells (Garnier & Laurent, 1994; Poorter et al., 2009), probably allow the plant to reduce 365 
water use and avoid the loss of turgor at low soil water potentials (Zimmermann, 1978; Witkowsky 366 
& Lamont, 1991; Dudley, 1996). These results support previous studies reporting that SLA 367 
strongly decreases with increasing drought (e.g., Salleo & Lo Gullo, 1990, Carter et al., 1997, Yin, 368 
2002; Poorter et al., 2009). Regarding the below-ground compartment, plants with thinner roots 369 
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were more dehydration-avoiders, likely because a lower root diameter usually involves a higher 370 
hydraulic conductivity and consequently a higher ability of water uptake (Rieger & Litvin, 1999). In 371 
addition, the capacity to lengthen root growth during the drought period was identified as one of 372 
the major mechanisms to delay leaf dehydration. In arid or semiarid natural environments, soil 373 
water content commonly increases with soil depth during the dry season (Engelbrecht et al., 374 
2005). Thus, a relatively small proportion of roots in deeper soil layers can be crucial in extracting 375 
additional water and thereby maintaining higher levels of plant water over a longer period of time 376 
(Jackson et al., 1996; Nicotra et al., 2002). 377 
Dehydration tolerance, measured as drought survival under limited rooting depth conditions, 378 
was positively related with progressive foliage senescence under water deficit. Thus, the most 379 
dehydration-tolerant species progressively shed most of their leaves as drought intensified, 380 
probably as a mechanism for reducing the transpiring leaf surface and thereby the rate of water 381 
loss in meristems (Volaire et al., 1998a; Volaire and Lelièvre, 2001; Munne-Bosch &  Alegre, 382 
2004). The maintenance of turgor and membrane stability in basal meristematic tissues under 383 
severe drought has been identified as a key adaptive mechanism to ensure plant persistence until 384 
the arrival of the first rains in Mediterranean perennial plant species (Blum, 1996; Volaire et al., 385 
2009). Previous studies have shown that the plant´s ability to survive under high soil dehydration 386 
is commonly associated with protection and repair mechanisms that preserve the structural 387 
integrity of cell membranes in meristematic tissues (Bewley, 1995). However, these underlying 388 
mechanisms are not necessarily related with the morphological traits quantified in this study. 389 
Further studies are therefore necessary to better understand which specific mechanisms and 390 
traits allow the tolerant species to prevent or minimize damage in tissues caused by severe 391 
drought and recover when rehydration occurs.  392 
Our results suggest that the two main strategies to deal with drought in perennial plant species 393 
(avoidance versus tolerance) need to be analysed cautiously when plant survival is considered. 394 
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Thus, the ability to recover with rehydration was less pronounced in those species more 395 
dependent upon dehydration-avoidance. This resulted in a trade-off in drought survival between 396 
dehydration tolerance of meristems and dehydration avoidance in leaves. Our study suggests the 397 
implication of extensive leaf senescence as a water-saving strategy for meristematic basal 398 
tissues and highlights the importance of exploring separately dehydration tolerance and 399 
avoidance strategies due to their different functional associations with morphological traits (Fig. 2). 400 
 401 
4.2. Is there a trade-off between resource-use and drought-survival strategies? 402 
The results presented in this study suggest the existence of a trade-off between the traits 403 
favouring rapid light-acquisition and those enhancing the ability to delay leaf dehydration (Fig. 2).  404 
The species related most closely with a resource-acquisition strategy (B. erectus and P. 405 
neumanniana) exhibited higher levels of water stress in leaf than the other two species, as 406 
indicated by their lower values of LWP and LRWC under identical conditions of water deficit. 407 
These two species progressively lost most of their leaves as drought increased, likely as a 408 
mechanism for reducing water loss and ensuring a longer survival of meristematic basal tissues 409 
(Volaire et al., 1998a; Volaire and Lelièvre, 2001; Munne-Bosch &  Alegre, 2004). According to 410 
our initial hypothesis, the higher potential to capture light provided by a larger photosynthetic leaf 411 
area conferred on the plants a competitive advantage in foraging for water in deep soil layers 412 
through the maintenance of higher root elongation rates during the favourable season. In spite of 413 
their deeper root systems, these fast-growing species exhibited greater levels of water stress in 414 
leaf below a threshold value of soil water and, in this sense, they could be considered less 415 
efficient at delaying leaf dehydration than the species exhibiting a resource-conservation strategy. 416 
In Mediterranean ecosystems, a deeper root system does not always imply a plant´s greater 417 
ability to cope with drought (Joffre et al., 2001 and references therein). Thus, shallow roots could 418 
be more efficient in water-limited and less-productive sites (Schenk and Jackson, 2002) since the 419 
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greater energy costs for construction, maintenance and resource uptake that implies a deep root 420 
system may be non-viable or wasteful in this type of habitat (Adiku et al., 2000). 421 
In contrast, the species exhibiting a resource-conservation strategy (C. humilis and F. 422 
christiani-bernardii) showed a water-saving strategy in leaves, probably because leaves with 423 
lower SLA allow the plant to reduce the transpiring leaf area (i.e., water loss) and maintain turgor, 424 
photosynthetic activity and carbon gain over a longer period of time (Givnish, 1987; Lamont et al., 425 
2002; Escudero et al., 2008). Interestingly, these species mostly captured water from upper soil 426 
layers during the favourable season, but they lengthened their root systems over a longer time 427 
during the drought period. Vertical root distributions can change greatly in response to shifts in 428 
vertical distributions of soil water, such as drying of the soil surface (Klepper et al., 1991; Wraith 429 
and Wright, 1998). Our findings support previous studies reporting large between-species 430 
differences in the minimum value of soil water at which roots elongate, with the lowest values 431 
appearing in those species better-adapted to drought (Schenk, 2005). 432 
Conversely to the results found with regard to leaf dehydration avoidance, we did not find 433 
evidence for a trade-off between resource-use and dehydration-tolerance strategies. Thus, 434 
species exhibiting an acquisitive (as B. erectus) and a conservative strategy (as F. christiani-435 
bernardii) were both highly dehydration-tolerant, as indicated by their high values of plant survival 436 
after rehydration. Our results suggest that the underlying mechanisms of dehydration tolerance 437 
could be also associated with the protection of aerial meristems by sheaths, as commonly found 438 
in graminoid species (Wilman et al., 1994)  439 
 440 
4.3. Drought-survival strategies and local distribution patterns along a moisture gradient 441 
While it is essential to define strategies, it is recognized that interpreting the behaviour of native 442 
plant species in terms of a single response could be quite misleading since plant communities 443 
may exhibit in nature a wide range of combined responses to withstand drought (Ludlow, 1989). 444 
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Our findings support evidence that there is not a single strategy to effectively survive drought and 445 
reveal the diversity of adaptive mechanisms among coexisting species. 446 
We identified three different but non-exclusive drought-survival strategies in the study area (see 447 
Fig. 2): (1) the species exhibiting a resource-acquisition strategy (B. erectus and P. neumanniana) 448 
delayed meristem dehydration through increased root foraging ability in deeper soil layers and 449 
senescence of most aerial biomass with increasing drought; (2) the species exhibiting a resource-450 
conservation strategy (C. humilis and F. christiani-bernardii) tried to delay leaf dehydration 451 
through reduced and more sclerophyllous leaves and thinner roots with prolonged elongation 452 
rates during the dry period; and (3) the two Poaceae species (B. erectus and F. christiani-453 
bernardii) exhibited high dehydration tolerance abilities. These results are in accordance with 454 
previous studies suggesting that most plants of water-limited ecosystems have developed 455 
mechanisms of drought-avoidance, whereas the ability to tolerate water deficit is only restricted to 456 
certain functional groups (Levitt, 1980; Valladares et al., 2004).  457 
The identification of drivers and strategies to deal with drought is of great interest since they 458 
could help to explain patterns of local and regional species distribution and predict the 459 
vulnerability of communities to future environmental scenarios (McDowell et al., 2008; McDowell, 460 
2011). In our case, the predominant drought-survival strategy could be related, at least partially, 461 
to species habitat and local distribution patterns in the study area. The species identified with the 462 
first drought-survival strategy (particularly B. erectus, the least efficient species at delaying leaf 463 
dehydration) seem to be more efficient in moister and deeper soils, which maintain greater values 464 
of soil humidity over a longer time during the dry season. Conversely, one of the species 465 
categorised within the second drought-survival strategy (F. christiani-bernardii), which was highly 466 
dehydration-tolerant and exhibited the greatest ability to delay leaf dehydration, was the most 467 
abundant one in the dry extreme of the soil moisture gradient. However, the relatively high 468 
frequency of C. humilis in moister and deeper soils or the more generalist distribution of P. 469 
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neumanniana suggest than, in addition to drought-survival mechanisms, other factors such as 470 
competitive ability, resistance against herbivory or dispersal limitation could also shape the 471 
distribution patterns of Mediterranean perennial species along the soil moisture gradient (Poorter 472 
and Markesteijn, 2008).  473 
The results of our experimental approach suggest the existence of a strong diversification of 474 
strategies to deal with drought over very short distances, which were driven by distinct underlying 475 
mechanisms that allow the plant to delay or tolerate water deficit in leaf or aerial meristems. The 476 
large diversity of adaptive strategies to survive drought could be interpreted as a potential 477 
mechanism for favouring species coexistence and promoting the maintenance of highly diverse 478 
rangeland communities.  479 
 480 
Acknowledgments 481 
We are grateful to David Delgueldre, Christian Collin and Jeremy Devaux from the “CEFE 482 
experimental field”, and to Maud Bernard-Verdier, Virginie Pons and Ezequiel Zamora for their 483 
inestimable helpful in lab and glasshouse assistant and plant collection. We are also grateful to 484 
Iván Prieto for his comments on the manuscript. This study was supported by a postdoctoral-485 
MEC contract to I.M.P.R. and by the DIVHERBE project (French National Programme ECOGER). 486 
This is a paper from GDR 2574 (“TRAITS”) of CNRS.  487 
 488 
References 489 
Adiku, S.G.K., Rose, C.W., Braddock, R.D., Ozier-Lafontaine, H., 2000. On the simulation of root 490 
water extraction: examination of a minimum energy hypothesis. Soil Science 165, 226–236. 491 
Bazzaz, F.A., 1996. Plants in changing environments linking physiological, population and 492 
community ecology. University Press, Cambridge, UK. 493 
 21 
Bewley, J.D., 1995. Physiological aspects of desiccation tolerance – a retrospect. Int. J. Plant 494 
Science 156, 393-403. 495 
Blum, A., 1996. Crop responses to drought and the interpretation of adaptation. Plant Growth 496 
Regul. 20, 135-148. 497 
Burnham, K.P., Anderson, D.R., 2002. Model selection and multimodel inference: a practical 498 
information-theoretic approach. Second edition. Springer. 499 
Carter, E.B., Theodorou, M.K., Morris, P., 1997. Responses of Lotus corniculatus to 500 
environmental change. New Phytol. 136, 245-253. 501 
Chapin, F.S., Autumn, K., Pugnaire, F., 1993. Evolution of suites of traits in response to 502 
environmental stress. Am. Nat. 142, S78–S92. 503 
Dudley, S.A., 1996. Differing selection on plant physiological traits in response to environmental 504 
water availability: a test of adaptive hypotheses. Evol. 50, 92-102. 505 
Edwards, A.W.F., 1992. Likelihood - Expanded edition - Johns Hopkins University Press. 506 
Engelbrecht, B.M.J., Kursar, T.A., Tyree, M.T., 2005. Drought effects of seedlings in a tropical 507 
moist forest. Trees 19, 312-321. 508 
Escudero, A., Mediavilla, S., Heilmeier, H., 2008. Leaf longevity and drought: avoidance of the 509 
costs and risks of early leaf abscission as inferred from the leaf carbon isotopic composition. 510 
Funct. Plant Biol. 35, 705-713. 511 
Fernández, R.J., Reynolds, J.F., 2000. Potential growth and drought tolerance of eight desert 512 
grasses: lack of a trade-off? Oecologia 123, 90-98. 513 
Ferrio, J.P., Florit, A., Vega, A., Serrano, L., Voltas, J., 2003. D13C and tree-ring width reflect 514 
different drought responses in Quercus ilex and Pinus halepensis. Oecologia 442, 512-518. 515 
Garnier, E., Laurent, G., 1994. Leaf Anatomy, Specific Mass and Water Content in Congeneric 516 
Annual and Perennial Grass Species. New Phytol. 128, 725-736. 517 
 22 
Garnier, E., Laurent, G., Bellmann, A., Debain, S., Berthelier, P., Ducout, B., Roumet, C. & Navas, 518 
M.L. (2001) Consistency of species ranking based on functional leaf traits. New Phytol. 152, 519 
69-83. 520 
Garwood, E.A., Sinclair, J., 1979. Use of water by 6 grass species. 2. Root distribution and use of 521 
soil-water. J Agric Science 93, 25-35. 522 
Grime, J.P., 2001. Plant strategies, vegetation processes, and ecosystem properties. Chichester, 523 
John Wiley and Sons. 524 
Givnish, T.J., 1987. Comparative studies of leaf form: assessing the relative roles of selective 525 
pressures and phylogenetic constraints. New Phytol. 106, 131-160. 526 
Gulías, J., Flexas, J., Abadía, A., Medrano, H., 2002. Photosynthetic responses to water déficit in 527 
six Mediterranean sclerophyll species: possible factors explaining the declining distribution of 528 
Rhamnus ludovici-salvatoris, and endemic Balearic species. Tree Physiol. 22, 687-697. 529 
Hernández, E.I., Vilagrosa, A., Pausas, J.G., Bellot, J., 2010. Morphological traits and water use 530 
strategies in seedlings of Mediterranean coexisting species. Plant Ecol. 207, 233-244. 531 
Hummel, I., Vile, D., Violle, C., Devaux, J., Ricci, B., Blanchard, A., Garnier, E. & Roumet, C., 532 
2007. Relating root structure and anatomy to whole-plant functioning in 14 herbaceous 533 
Mediterranean species. New Phytol. 173, 313-321.  534 
Jackson, R.B., Canadell, J., Ehleringer, J.R., Mooney, H.A., Sala, O.E., Schulze, E.D., 1996. A 535 
global analysis of root distributions for terrestrial biomes. Oecologia 108, 389-411. 536 
Joffre, R., Rambal, S., Winkel, T., 2001. Respuestas de las plantas mediterráneas a la limitación 537 
de agua: desde la hoja hasta el dosel. In: Zamora R, Pugnaire FI (eds) Aspectos funcionales 538 
de los ecosistemas mediterráneos. CSIC, AEET, Granada, Spain, pp 37-85. 539 
Klepper, B. 1991. Crop root system response to irrigation. Irrigation Science 12, 105-108.  540 
 23 
Lamont, B.B., Groom, P.K., Cowling, R.M., 2002. High leaf mass per area of related species 541 
assemblages may reflect low rainfall and carbon isotope discrimination rather than low 542 
phosphorus and nitrogen concentrations. Funct. Ecol. 16, 403-412. 543 
Larcher, W. 2000. Temperature stress and survival ability of Mediterranean sclerophyllous plants. 544 
Plant Biosyst. 134, 279-295. 545 
Levitt, J., 1980. Responses of plants to environmental stress, 2nd edition, Academic Press, USA. 546 
Ludlow, M.M., 1989. Strategies of response to water stress. In: Kreeb KH, Richter H, Hinckley TM 547 
(eds) Structural and functional responses to environmental stresses: water shortage . SPB 548 
Academic Publishing BV, The Hague. 549 
Ludlow, M.M., Santamaria, F.J., Fukai, S., 1989. Role of osmotic adjustment in reducing the loss 550 
of grain yield in sorghum due to drought. In: Proceedings of the Australian Sorghum 551 
Workshop. Toowoomba, Queensland, pp. 192-201. 552 
Markesteijn, L., 2010. Drought tolerance of tropical tree species: functional traits, trade-offs and 553 
species distribution. PhD dissertation, Wageningen University, Holland. 554 
Martinez-Ferri, E., Balaguer, L., Valladares, F., Chico, J.M., Manrique, E., 2000. Energy 555 
dissipation in drought-avoiding and drought-tolerant tree species at midday during the 556 
Mediterranean summer. Tree Physiol. 20, 131-138. 557 
Mcdowell, N., Pockman, W.T., Allen, C.D., Breshears, D.D., Cobb, N., Kolb, T., Plaut, J., Sperry, 558 
J., West, A., Williams, D.G., Yepez, E.A., 2008. Mechanisms of plant survival and mortality 559 
during drought: why do some plants survive while others succumb to drought? New Phytol. 560 
178, 719-739. 561 
Mcdowell, N., 2011. Mechanisms Linking Drought, Hydraulics, Carbon Metabolism, and 562 
Vegetation Mortality. Plant Physiol. 155, 1051-1059. 563 
Munne-Bosch, S. , Alegre, L., 2004. Die and let live: leaf senescence contributes to plant survival 564 
under drought stress. Funct. Plant Biol. 31, 203-216. 565 
 24 
Navas, M.L., Roumet, C., Bellmann, A., Laurent, G., Garnier, E., 2010. Suites of plant traits in 566 
species from different stages of a Mediterranean secondary succession. Plant Biol. 12, 183-567 
196. 568 
Nicotra, A.B.N., Babicka, N., Westoby, M., 2002. Seedling root anatomy and morphology: An 569 
examination of ecological differentiation with rainfall using phylogenetically independent 570 
contrasts. Oecologia 130, 136-145. 571 
Niinemets, U., Valladares, F., 2006. Tolerance to shade, drought, and waterlogging of temperate 572 
northern hemisphere trees and shrubs. Ecol. Monogr. 76, 521-547. 573 
Ofir, M., 1986. Seasonal changes in the response to temperate of summer-dormant Poa bulbosa 574 
L. bulbs. Ann. Bot. 58, 81-89. 575 
Peñuelas, J., Terradas, J., Lloret, F., 2011. Solving the conundrum of plant species coexistence: 576 
water in space and time matters most. New Phytol. 189, 5-8. 577 
Pérez-Ramos, I. M., Roumet, C., Cruz, P., Blanchard, A., Autran, P., Garnier, E., 2012. Evidence 578 
for a “plant community economics spectrum” driven by nutrient and water limitations in a 579 
Mediterranean rangeland of Southern France. J. Ecol. (in press). 580 
Poorter, L., Markesteijn, L., 2008. Seedling traits determine drought tolerance of tropical tree 581 
species. Biotropica 40(3), 321-331. 582 
Poorter, H., Niinemets, U., Poorter, L., Wright, I.J., Villar, R. 2009. Causes and consequences of 583 
variation in leaf mass per area (LMA): a meta-analysis. New Phytol. 182, 565-588. 584 
Rieger, M., Litvin, P., 1999. Root system hydraulic conductivity in species with contrasting root 585 
anatomy. J. Exp. Bot. 50, 201-209. 586 
Salleo, S., Lo Gullo, M.A., 1990. Sclerophylly and plat water relations in three Mediterranean 587 
Quercus species. Ann. Bot. 65, 259-270. 588 
Schenk, H.J., 2005. Vertical vegetation structure below ground: scaling from root to globe. 589 
Progress in Botany, 66. Springer-Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg. 590 
 25 
Schenk, H.J., Jackson, R.B., 2002. Rooting depths, lateral root spreads and below-ground/above-591 
ground allometries of plants in water-limited ecosystems. J. Ecol. 90, 480-494. 592 
Smith, T., Huston, M., 1989. A theory of the spatial and temporal dynamics of plant communities. 593 
Plant Ecol. 83, 49-69. 594 
Turner, N.C., 1997. Further progress in crop water relations. Advances in Agronomy 58, 293-338. 595 
Valladares, F., Villagrosa, A., Peñuelas, J., Ogaya, R., Camarero, J. J., Corcuera, L., Sisó, S. & 596 
Gil-Pelegrín, E., 2004. Estrés hídrico: ecofisiología y escalas de la sequía. In: Ecología del 597 
bosque mediterráneo en un mundo cambiante, F. Valladares (ed.). Ministerio de Medio 598 
Ambiente. Organismo Autónomo Parques Nacionales, Madrid, España. 599 
Valladares, F., Sanchez-Gomez, D., 2006. Ecophysiological traits associated with drought in 600 
Mediterranean tree seedlings: individual responses versus interspecific trends in eleven 601 
species. Plant Biol. 8, 688-697. 602 
Volaire, F., 2008. Plant traits and functional types to characterise drought survival of pluri-specific 603 
perennial herbaceous swards in Mediterranean areas. Eur. J. Agron. 29, 116-124. 604 
Volaire, F., Norton, M., 2006. Summer dormancy in perennial temperate grasses. Ann. Bot. 98, 605 
927-933. 606 
Volaire, F., Lelièvre, F., 2001. Drought survival in Dactylis glomerata and Festuca arundinacea 607 
under similar rooting conditions in tubes. Plant and Soil 229, 225-234. 608 
Volaire, F., Norton, M., Lelievre, F., 2009. Summer drought survival strategies and sustainability 609 
of perennial temperate forage grasses in Mediterranean areas. Crop Science 49, 2386-2392. 610 
Volaire, F., Conéjero, G., Lelièvre, F., 2001. Drought survival and dehydration tolerance in 611 
Dactylis glomerata and Poa bulbosa. Aust. J. Plant Physiol. 28, 743-754. 612 
Volaire, F., Thomas, H., Lelièvre, F., 1998. Survival and recovery of perennial forage grasses 613 
under prolonged Mediterranean drought. I. Growth, death, water relations and solute content 614 
in herbage and stubble. New Phytol. 140, 439-449. 615 
 26 
West, C.P., Oosterhuis, D.M., Wullschleger, S.D., 1990. Osmotic adjustment in tissues of tall 616 
fescue in response to water deficit. Environ. Exp. Bot. 30, 149-156. 617 
Wilmah, F., Gao, Y., Michaud, P.J., 1994. Morphology and position of the shoot apex in some 618 
temperate grasses. J. Agric. Science, 122, 375-383. 619 
Wraith, J.M., Wright, C. K. 1998. Soil water and root growth. Hort Science 33, 951-959. 620 
Wright, I.J., Reich, P.B., Westoby, M., Ackerly, D.D., Baruch, Z., Bongers, F., Cavender-Bares, 621 
Chapin, F.S., Cornelissen, J.H.C., Dienner, M., Flexas, J., Garnier, E., Groom, P.K., Gulias, 622 
J., Hikosaka, K., Lamont, B.B., Lee, T., Lee, W., Lusk, C., Midgley, J.J., Navas, M.L., 623 
Niinemets, Ü., Oleksyn, J., Osada, N., Poorter, H., Poot, P., Prior, L., Pyankov, V., Roumet, 624 
C., Thomas, C.S., Tjoelker, M.G., Veneklaas, E.J., Villar, R., 2004. The world-wide leaf 625 
economics spectrum. Nature 428, 821-827. 626 
Yin, X., 2002. Responses of leaf nitrogen concentration and specific leaf area to atmospheric CO2 627 
enrichment: a retrospective synthesis across 62 species. Global Change Biol. 8, 631-642. 628 
Zimmermann, U., 1978. Physics of turgor- and osmoregulation. Annu. Rev. Plant Physiol. 29, 629 
121-148. 630 
 631 
 632 
 633 
 634 
 635 
 636 
 637 
 638 
 639 
 640 
 27 
Table 1. Mean (±SE) values of the above- and below-ground traits (Exp. 1) as well as the root 641 
elongation rates (Exp. 3) measured in this study under non-limiting water conditions. Different 642 
letters indicate significant differences between species in accordance with the post-hoc Tukey 643 
test (P<0.05). SLA: specific leaf area; LDMC: leaf dry matter content; RMF: root mass fraction; 644 
RDMC: root dry matter content; SRL: specific root length; SRA: specific root area; TMD r: Tissue 645 
mass density of the root. 646 
Functional traits Bromus erectus Carex humilis Festuca christiani-bernardii Potentilla neumanniana
Above-ground traits
   Plant height (cm) 18.70 ± 1.40 a 6.67 ± 0.17 b 8.36 ± 0.48 b 2.05 ± 0.08 c
   Leaf size (cm
2
) 2.44 ± 0.26 a 0.52 ± 0.04 b 0.24 ± 0.02 b 1.93 ± 0.08 c
   SLA (cm
2
 g
-1
) 165.15 ± 5.64 a 111.01 ± 2.49 b 62.10 ± 1.31 c 149.59 ± d
   LDMC (mg g
-1
) 337.19 ± 14.76 a 327.06 ± 4.25 a 314.91 ± 4.04 a 269.26 ± 4.08 b
   Leaf thickness (m) 550.45 ± 13.96 a 762.65 ± 65 ± 21.91 b 590.77 ± 44.48 a 544.84 ± 4.69 a
Below-ground traits  (Exp. 1)
   RMF (g g
-1
) 0.45 ± 0.06 a 0.45 ± 0.03 a 0.45 ± 0.01 a 0.38 ± 0.02 a
   95% rooting depth (cm) 53.98 ± 6.10 a 26.70 ± 2.28 b 40.46 ± 2.83 b 38.67 ± 2.44 b
   RDMC (mg g
-1
) 143.11 ± 6.87 a 252.20 ± 16.08 b 158.30 ± 11.66 a 209.44 ± 11.25 a
   SRL (m g
-1
) 123.01 ± 13.02 a 163.62 ± 19.53 a 381.21 ± 26.84 b 116.04 ± 8.12 a
   SRA (cm
2
 g
-1
) 361.59 ± 27.46 a 426.93 ± 51.25 a 881.41 ± 61.74 b 307.33 ± 18.83 a
   Root diameter (mm) 0.30 ± 0.01 a 0.28 ± 65 ± 0.005 ab 0.23 ± 0.0008 b 0.27 ± 0.003 ab
   TMDr (g cm
-3
) 0.13 ± 0.004 ab 0.14 ± 0.018 ab 0.07 ± 0.005 b 0.21 ± 0.01 a
Below-ground traits  (Exp. 3)
   Maximum root depth (cm) 118.8 ± 0.00 a 69.83 ± 4.40 b 76.07 ± 9.50 b 118.64 ± 0.11 a
   Root elongation rate (cm cm
-2
 d
-1
) 0.015 ± 0.003 a 0.005 ± 0.002 b 0.006 ± 0.002 bc 0.007 ± 0.001 c
647 
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Table 2. Matrix of correlations among the 12 functional traits measured under non-limiting water supply, the root elongation rates, the percentages of plant 
survival after rehydration and the three response-variables used for monitoring plant responses to water deficit at moderate drought (i.e. for SWC values ranging 
from 3 to 5%). The significance level is indicated as follows: ***P<0.001; **P<0.01; *P<0.05. Significant values of “r” have been highlighted with bold letters. 
 
Aerial green biomass Leaf water potential at predawn Lamina relative water content Plant survival after rehydration
Plant height -0.79 -0.44 -0.27 0.92
Leaf size -0.83 -0.95* -0.99** 0.67
Specific leaf area -0.66 -0.99** -0.94* 0.49
Leaf dry matter content -0.27 -0.03 0.28 0.51
Leaf thickness 0.69 0.36 0.65 -0.55
Root mass fraction -0.12 0.24 0.49 0.39
95% rooting depth -0.95* -0.54 -0.63 0.93*
Root dry matter content 0.76 0.14 0.27 -0.81
Specific root length 0.36 0.87 0.78 -0.19
Specific root area 0.32 0.86 0.77 -0.14
Root diameter -0.65 -0.93* -0.73 0.59
Tissue mass density (root) -0.02 -0.59 -0.67 -0.23
Root elongation rate (irrigation period) -0.98* -0.77 -0.69 0.98
Root elongation rate (drought period) 0.26 0.88* 0.68 -0.10
Aerial green biomass - 0.75 0.76 -0.96*
Leaf water potential at predawn - - 0.92* -0.61
Lamina relative water content - - - -0.56
 29 
Figure legends 
Figure 1. Temporal dynamics of soil water content for the four studied species after drought imposition 
(Exp. 2). 
 
Figure 2. Summary diagram on relationships among drought-survival strategies (dehydration avoidance 
and tolerance) and resource-use strategies (resource-acquisition versus resource-conservation) 
mediated by morphological traits and root elongation rates. Connecting solid lines indicate which 
species significantly showed the highest values of each of the main morphological traits quantified in 
this study. Connecting arrows indicate significant relationships (positive with solid lines and negative 
with dotted lines) among morphological traits, root elongation rates and the four response-variables 
used for monitoring plant responses to water deficit (i.e., leaf water potential, leaf relative water content, 
aerial green biomass and plant survival after rehydration). Codes: SLA: specific leaf area; LDMC: leaf 
dry matter content; RDMC: root dry matter content; SRL: specific root length; SRA: specific root area; 
TMDr: tissue mass density of the root; RERirr: root elongation rate during the irrigation period; RERdrought: 
root elongation rate during the drought period. 
 
Figure 3. Root elongation dynamics of the four studied species: temporary dynamics for the whole root 
system (panel A); and separating in four selected ranges of soil depth (0-30, 30-60, 60-90 and 90-110 
cm), both under the period of full irrigation (panel B) and after drought imposition (panel C). Vertical bars 
indicate standard-error values. 
 
Figure 4. Species-specific responses to drought of the four studied species for three selected ranges of 
soil water content (SWC; below 3%, from 3 to 5%, and above 5%). Plant water status was evaluated by 
periodically monitoring: percentage of aerial green biomass (panel A), leaf water potential at predawn 
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(panel B) and leaf relative water content (panel C). Different letters indicate significant differences 
among species in accordance with the post-hoc Tukey test (P<0.05). Species codes are: Bro: Bromus 
erectus; Car: Carex humilis; Fes: Festuca christiani-bernardii; Hel: Helianthemum apenninum; and Pot: 
Potentilla nemanianna. 
 
Figure 5. Leaf and root traits best associated with plant water stress (under identical conditions of soil 
water deficit, 3<SWC<5%) for the four species included in this study: leaf size (panels A and C), specific 
leaf area (panel B), root elongation rate after drought imposition (panel D), root diameter (panel E). 
Relationship between aerial green biomass under moderate drought (3<SWC<5%) and mean survival 
after full rehydration (panel F). The significance level is indicated as: *P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001. 
Species codes as in Figure 2.  
 
Figure 6. Mean percentage of plants recovering after 10-12 days of full rehydration for the four studied 
species. Different letters indicate significant differences between species in accordance with the post-
hoc Fisher test (P<0.05). Species codes as in Figure 2. 
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Fig. 2. 
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Fig. 3 
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Fig. 5 
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Fig. 6 
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